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ABSTRACT
An investigation was made of the relationship between hypnotic 
susceptibility and manifest dream content. There was also an attempt 
made to replicate findings relating certain personality test results 
to hypnotic susceptibility.
Subjects were 33 female students in psychology and educational 
psychology courses at LSU. Subjects were divided into three opera­
tionally defined groups based on criteria establishing low, medium, 
and high levels of hypnotic susceptibility. Seven nights of dreams 
were collected from each These dreams were scored using four dif­
ferent dream content-analytic scales. Personality test data was 
collected from each J3 using the California Personality Inventory, 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, Rorschach Test, and Draw- 
A-Person Test.
The hypnothesis of similarity of the dynamic nature of both 
hypnotic susceptibility and dreaming received only partial and 
suggestive support because of a confounding effect due to dream length. 
However, there were significant differences between levels of suscepti­
bility were found on scales measuring dramatic quality, pleasantness, 
character density, ego disturbance, superego disturbance, and con­
flicts with oral and anal regressive tendencies in dreams. The 
tendency was for more susceptible Sis to manifest greater intensity and 
vividness in their dreams and to have personality patterns suggesting
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more intrapsychic openness, less psychological well being, more 
passivity, and likelihood of relinquishing control of some of their 
actions.
It was suggested that experimenters studying hypnotically 
induced dreams may obtain more of certain kinds of dream characteris 
tics simply because they used highly susceptible J3s. Also implica­
tions for content analysis methodology were discussed.
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The origins of both hypnosis and dream analysis have been 
traced back to ancient times. Based on a collection of historical and 
anthropological material, Stoll (1904) presented accounts of hypnotic 
and other trance-like states in shamanism, ecstasy, phenomena of 
suggestion in the Bible, demonical possession, miracles, folk medicine, 
and tarantism. However, such phenomena had little in common with 
hypnotism as we know it today in terms of its application in medical 
and experimental settings. On the other hand, there seemed to be more 
similarity between modern and ancient applications of dream analysis. 
Remains of an Egyptian book of dream interpretation dating back to 2400 
B.C. have been unearthed (Roheim, 1953). Biblical accounts attest to 
an interest in dream interpretation in pre-Christian eras as well as in 
the first and second centuries A.D. For a century after the invention 
of the printing press, Artemidorus' Oneirocritus, a dream interpreta­
tion guide, is estimated to have been the most popular book after the 
Bible at that time (Hall and Van de Castle, 1966).
By modern standards, the use of hypnotic techniques for curative 
purposes can be traced back to the work of Franz Anton Mesmer (1734- 
1815) (Moss, 1965). However, it was not until the work of three 
British physicians became well known that mesmerism became an accept­
able phenomenon for experimentation. These men were John Elliotson 
(1795-1868), James Esdaile (1808-1859), and James Braid (1795-1869), 
who coined the term "hypnotism." With the work of Jean-Martin Charcot
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(1825-1893), Pierre Janet (1859-1947), and Josef Breuer (1842-1925) 
hypnosis not only became more respectable, but was beginning to be used 
in psychiatric treatment (Pattie, 1967).
Almost as much as Freud fostered modern interest in and use of 
dream analysis, he was influential in the negative sense with regard 
to hypnosis. It was with Charcot and Breuer that Freud learned the 
method of trance induction with patients. After some initial therapeu­
tic application, Freud curtailed use of hypnosis in favor of his 
method of free association because of his own inconsistent success 
with the method and his concern that the use of hypnosis caused undue 
transference effects (Moss, 1965). However, Wolberg (1967) stated that 
Freud really was not against hypnosis, but at that time was more inter­
ested in the development of his own technique of therapy rather than 
with the development of hypnosis as a treatment method. Furthermore, 
Wolberg maintained that Freud was concerned that hypnosis was too 
easily misused, but that he saw possibilities for it if properly 
applied.
Freud's rejection of hypnosis did greatly dampen the use of it 
in psychotherapy in the early 1900's (Moss, 1967). However, by the 
1930's hypnotic techniques were again widely used in psychotherapy, 
and hypnotic induction of dreams was utilized (Erickson, 1935). In 
contemporary practice, use of hypnotic techniques has reached into 
dentistry and obstetrics. Current areas of practice utilizing hypnotic 
techniques are in the areas of psychosomatic medicine and psychotherapy. 
There are presently in print approximately forty texts on medical and
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psychiatric applications of hypnotic techniques. Among the better 
known and more widely used are those of Biddle (1969), Chertok (1966), 
Gill and Brenman (1959), Kroger (1963), LeCron and Bordeaux (1947), 
Meares (1960), Schneck (1965), and Wolberg (1945, 1948).
Clinical and Experimental Aspects of Use of Hypnosis with Regard to 
Dreams and Dreaming
Ranking along with facilitation of free association and use of 
post hypnotic suggestion under hypnosis was the use of induced dreaming 
and re-dreaming as preferred hypnotherapy methods. Virtually every 
writer mentioned above has a section or chapter on hypnotic dreams.
Perhaps the first thorough discussions of the use of induced 
dreams in clinical practice was by Wolberg (1945). He stated that 
dreaming under hypnosis can bring about recovery of forgotten memories 
and experiences, and helped in recapture of nocturnal dreams that have 
been repressed or distorted by secondary elaboration. He also cau­
tioned that ability to dream in response to a hypnotic suggestion must 
be developed through a training process and at least a medium or deep 
trance is required.
F. I. Regardie (1949, 1950) and J. M. Schneck (1947, 1952,
1954) were among the first to report hypnotherapy cases involving use 
of hypnotic dreams. Regardie (1949) elaborated on use of age regres­
sion with hypnosis as a means of reducing time and expense of psycho­
therapy. Schneck (1947) first reported use of dream analysis with 
hypnosis; next he reported an investigation of the psychoanalytic 
tenet that all dreams occurring the same night are dynamically
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related (1952); and finally concluded from the inspection of the 
nocturnal, hypnotic, and autosuggested dreams of a woman's hypnotherapy 
that no differences existed between these productions with respect to 
the extent of embellishment and the nature of symbolization (1954).
Gill and Brenman (1959) do not go quite as far as Schneck, but state 
that clinically some aspects of hypnotically induced dreams are indis­
tinguishable from spontaneous nocturnal dreams. No one as yet has 
examined this question thoroughly, though as will be shown later, there 
is some controversy in this area.
Given the rather energetic push in the more recent literature 
toward greater experimental rigor in hypnosis and dream research it 
is surprising that there is yet lacking an experimental consideration 
of the relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and manifest 
dream content, uninfluenced by post hypnotic suggestion. In some 
respects this question supersedes in importance the comparison between 
nocturnal and hypnotic dreams and certainly should be examined in its 
own right. The rationale behind this contention is that people with 
varying levels of hypnotic susceptibility may have predisposing 
nocturnal dream patterns that influence or become superimposed upon 
their hypnotically induced dreams. This possible relationship should 
be considered out of the necessity for systematic experimental examina­
tion, aside from its potential significance in clinical practice.
Apparently it has been taken for granted by therapists 
utilizing hypnotic inducement of dreams that what a person reports 
under hypnosis is primarily a function of the hypnotic suggestion to
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dream or demand characteristics of the trance and the nature of the 
particular problem of the patient. Success of these methods in treat­
ment has seemingly convinced most therapists of their efficacy, even 
though there is a paucity of experimental study and validation.
Therapists may be granted clinical license for their lack of 
experimental rigor, but experimenters in the area should take the 
possible relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and nocturnal 
dream characteristics into account. It was in this light that the 
present study was undertaken.
The Experimental Approach to the Hypnotic Induction of Dreams
To place the present study in proper perspective it is neces­
sary to briefly review the work done in the area of hypnotic induction 
of dreams. It should become evident that degree of susceptibility of 
experimental subjects was an important variable, but was rarely 
systematically accounted for.
Karl Schroetter is credited with the first published report 
(1911) of hypnosis as a technique in experimental study of dreams. 
Freud (1931) credits Schroetter for confirming occurrence of sexual 
symbolism in dreams. Roffenstein (1924) failed to replicate 
Schroetter's results, and suspected that Schroetter's subjects were 
familiar with Freudian dream theory. More sophisticated experiments 
were performed by Nachmansohn (1925) who was interested in how the 
suggestion to dream was shaped by the personality of the subject. 
Whereas preceding investigators were interested primarily in the mode 
of symbolic representation and made their interpretations only in
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accordance with knowledge of the dream stimulus, Nachmansohn concluded 
that extent of. distortion of the suggested dream stimulus seemed pro­
portional tp the complexity of the personality.
D. Klein (1930) used a basic approach to the problem. During 
a hypnotic induction he applied direct physical stimuli and observed 
how the stimuli were incorporated into a hypnotic dream. In a star- 
tlingly direct attempt to elicit Freudian sexual symbolism, subjects 
were subjected to a gentle stimulation of the genital region or were 
asked to fondle a candle or a cotton-covered cardboard triangle.
Klein's results were negative in that he found no direct or distorted 
incorporation of the sexual stimuli into the hypnotic dream report.
Other important early experimental studies are those of Farber 
and Fisher (1943) and Mazer (1951). Farber and Fisher (1943) demon­
strated that hypnotized subjects could translate "dream language" with 
a high degree of intersubject agreement. Mazer (1951) found that a 
fairly deep trance is required before any significant proportion of 
subjects can be induced to dream symbolically.
In summarizing early research it appeared as though the general 
approach to experimentation and application of results was intuitive 
and clinical. There was not much real support for conclusions and 
some of the methodology was naive. A contention voiced in these early 
experimental studies, as well as in early clinical work is that 
"hypnotically induced dreams" are in general indistinguishable from 
spontaneous night dreams.
Contemporary research has greatly expanded areas considered in
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early work on the relation between hypnosis and dreams. Still a major 
issue is the comparability of dreams induced in a hypnotic trance or 
via post hypnotic suggestion to dream about a certain thing at night, 
and spontaneous reports of nocturnal dreams. As previously mentioned, 
virtually all early studies maintain that nocturnal and hypnotically 
induced dreams are indistinguishable. Recent research suggests that 
this may not be the case (Brenman, 1949; Barber, 1962; Tart, 1966).
The issue is very complex, most severe criticism of early studies 
revolves around the nature of the "demand characteristics" (Orne, 1959, 
1962; Tart, 1965) of hypnotic suggestion and experimental situation. 
However, Schneck (1965, 1969) and Mixer (1961) still maintained that 
the two methods of dream production produced the same kind of dream 
report. The question is even at the stage of rebuttal and rejoinder 
(Tart, 1969). The experimental results are best summarized by Mazer 
(1967) as he commented on his pioneering article (Mazer, 1951). He 
states,
If I were rewriting the article at this time, I think I would 
state the issues in pragmatic form. I would say, for example, 
that if one were interested in the hypnotic dream as an 
expression of a patient's personality, then from the point of 
view of its usefulness it was the same as the night dream.
Again, if one were interested in the hypnotic dream in order 
to study symbolism and dream distortion, then, too, the hypnotic 
dream conforms to the night dream. In short, I think the 
question as to whether the two are identical or not is meaning­
less until one approaches the specific areas of one's interest 
(Mazer, 1967, p. 156).
Moss (1967) put this particular area of research into compre­
hensive perspective. It was with regard to his point of view on the 
nature of hypnotic dreams vs. spontaneous dreams and the nature of
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hypnosis research in general that the present experiment was carried
out. He states,
The question of the equivalence of hypnotically induced and 
spontaneous dreams is, in the final analysis, correctly viewed 
as only one aspect of a still broader issue that pervades the 
whole field of hypnosis studies. Hypnosis research can be 
broadly categorized as either intrinsic or instrumental in 
nature (Reyher, 1962). The instrumental research employs 
hypnosis as a tool or independent variable in the study of 
personality, psychopathology, and psychophysiological altera­
tions as, for example, in the hypnotic investigation of 
dreaming. However, a great many psychologists have felt con­
strained to ignore the results produced by this kind of 
research, because they remain unconvinced that hypnotically 
instigated behaviors are sufficiently comparable to their 
natural counterparts to allow valid comparisons. Because so 
few unequivocal facts have been established about hypnosis 
per se, they adhere firmly to an intrinsic position, namely, 
that at this stage in our knowledge it is more judicious and 
productive if research is done about hypnosis rather than 
with it. If interested in the hypnotic dream at all, they 
would insist that it be studied for its own sake, as a dis­
tinctive fantasy form peculiar to the subjective or altered 
state of consciousness, called hypnosis (Moss, 1967, p. 98).
In the present study, a hypnotic induction of dreaming was not 
attempted, and an experimental, intrinsic approach to hypnosis was 
maintained. As has been suggested previously, the question of the 
relationship between degree of hypnotic susceptibility and spontaneous 
nocturnal dream content has been lost in other controversies. Only 
Mixer (1961) used spontaneous nocturnal dream content, but his sub­
jects were highly trained and hypnotized to a "deep trance state" not 
allowing for comparison of dreams from subjects less susceptible to 
hypnosis.
Considering only hypnotically induced dreams there is evidence 
that dreams are more vivid (Tart, 1966) and more symbolic (Mazer,
1951) in subjects with a high degree of hypnotic susceptibility. Even
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Barber (1962; Barber and Glass, 1962, who questioned that there is such 
a thing as "hypnosis," said that persons who scored high on tests of 
susceptibility possessed capacity for dreamlike experiences, whether 
or not this behavior was preceded by formal hypnotic induction proce­
dure .
Thus, the question takes on perspective in terms of Moss1 (1967) 
contention that research should be done about hypnosis. That is, 
hypnotic susceptibility can be statistically treated as an independent 
variable, and regarded as an operationally defined hypothetical con­
struct. Then a meaningful dependent variable, in this case spontaneous 
nocturnal dream content, can be assessed in relation to various levels 
of hypnotic susceptibility.
There are three important areas of research that pertain to 
direct test of the relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and 
nocturnal manifest dream content; measurement of hypnotic suscepti­
bility; empirical evaluation and interpretation of dream content; and 
personality measures related to hypnotic susceptibility.
Measurement of Hypnotic Susceptibility
In considering degree to which an individual can be hypnotized 
and become involved in the experiences and associated behaviors, a 
distinction is usually made between susceptibility to hypnosis and 
depth of hypnosis (Hilgard, 1965; Tart, 1966). A nonsusceptible person 
is not able to achieve any appreciable depth of hypnosis whatever. 
Conversely, a susceptible person is capable of an experience of some 
depth under appropriate circumstances. The most important reason for
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distinguishing between susceptibility and depth is that the person who 
is susceptible (or capable of hypnosis) does not go around hypnotized 
all of the time (Tart, 1970). Hilgard (1965) maintained that hypnotic 
susceptibility was a fairly stable and enduring ability, and presented 
evidence based on retest reliabilities. Under standard conditions 
hypnotic susceptibility was found to be a "quite dependable trait, with 
retest correlations commonly in the .80s and .90s" (Hilgard, 1965, p. 
67).
The question of stability of susceptibility is important for 
the present study in that over time, concern about hypnosis and dreams 
may affect actual measured levels of hypnotic susceptibility. It is 
commonly believed that hypnotic susceptibility is readily modified 
with practice. This belief may have come about because of reports of 
the greater speed with which the hypnotic state can be induced with 
practice (Hilgard, 1965). It seems possible, however, for hypnotic 
susceptibility to remain unchanged while speed of entering the state 
was reduced. Empirical investigations of this question are contradic­
tory. Shor, Orne and O'Connell (1962), Gill and Brenman (1959), and 
As, Hilgard and Weitzenhoffer (1963) had no success in modifying 
susceptibility. Blum (1963) and Wiseman and Reyher (1962) reported 
slight modifiability effects due to practice. The bulk of the evidence 
leads to a cautious conclusion that hypnotic susceptibility is reason­
ably stable (Tart, 1965). Therefore, any identifiable relationship 
between hypnotic susceptibility and nocturnal dreams is not likely to 
receive question based on the instability of hypnotic susceptibility.
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Attempts to measure hypnotic susceptibility date back to 
Liebeault (1889), who proposed a six-point scale, and Bernheim (1888), 
who proposed a nine-point scale. In 1930, White (1930) made use of 
specific responses to suggestions given in hypnosis as a means of 
arriving at scores and thus began a practice adopted by most of the 
more recent scales. Davis and Husband (1931) developed a scale which 
was more detailed than White's and assigned scores on the basis of 
responses. Barry, MacKinnon and Murray (1931) proposed a scale based 
on a short list of specific suggestions. Although Hull (1933) 
developed no specific scale, he frequently used speed of eye closure 
upon suggestion as a measure of susceptibility. A much used scale in 
early contemporary work was that by Friedlander and Sarbin (1938), 
which combined this emphasis upon eye closure with the kinds of items 
used in the Barry, MacKinnon and Murray scale. The scale developed by 
Eysenck and Furneaux (1945) was very similar to Friedlander and 
Sarbin's, while scales of LeCron and Bordeaux (1947) and of Watkins 
(1949) are variations of the Davis and Husband type of scale.
Virtually all recent research has used one of the following 
hypnotic susceptibility scales. Based on the Friedlander and Sarbin 
type scale, Weitzenhoffer and Hilgard (1959) developed the Stanford 
Hypnotic Susceptibility Scales (SHSS), Forms A and B, and the SHSS,
Form C (Weitzenhoffer and Hilgard, 1962). Forms A and B are essentially 
equivalent and permit before-and-after studies. Form C is somewhat 
richer in cognitive-type material, and sampled slightly different 
hypnotic behaviors than Forms A and B.
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London (1962) designed a Children's Hypnotic Susceptibility 
Scale (CHSS). The CHSS is based on the Stanford Scales and is very 
comparable to SHSS, Form A.
The Barber Suggestibility Scale (BSS) was developed by Barber 
and Glass (1962) and is very similar in content to the Stanford Scales. 
However, the BSS (Barber and Calverly, 1963) differed from other scales 
in that it was intended to test hypnotic-like behaviors without prior 
induction of hypnosis.
Another important and frequently used scale was the Harvard 
Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility (HGS), Form A developed by Shor 
and Emily C. Orne (1962). It was a self scoring scale and could be 
administered to a fairly large group at one time. Items were very 
similar to those of Form A, SHSS, and several experiments have shown 
very high correlations between the HGS (Form A) and the individual 
Stanford Scales (Shor and Orne, 1963; Bentler and Hilgard, 1963;
Bentler and Roberts, 1963).
The SHSS (Forms A, B, and C) and the HGS (Form A) are very well 
standardized and accepted methods of measuring hypnotic susceptibility 
and provided the best standard criteria available (Hilgard, 1965).
Empirical Evaluation and Interpretation of Dream Content
From an intuitive-theoretical construct point of view interpre­
tation of dreams has a very long history. The Freudian psychoanalytic 
approach has been far and away the most popular brand of theoretical- 
clinical approach to dream interpretation, and has been delineated anew 
by Gutheil (1959). The Jungian approach (Jung, 1953) is presented in
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a popularized form by Mahoney (1966), and the Adlerian viewpoint 
(Adler, 1925) has been updated by Ullman (1962). Neo-Freudian posi­
tions are set forth by French and Fromm (1964) and Hall (1953); the 
view of Karen Horney is advanced with embellishments by Bonime (1962) 
and Kelman (1965). Validity of dream interpretations based on clini­
cal theory and intuition used in the therapy setting is held to be 
self evident, and is based on veridical experience of therapists and 
patients in terms of treatment success (Altman, 1969). However, such 
methods of dream interpretation are not easily utilized for research 
purposes.
Consequently, within the context of the theoretical-clinical 
tradition, there is a small but growing body of literature and research 
concerned with method and meaning in the content analysis of dreams. 
Holsti defined content analysis as, . . any technique for making 
inferences by systematically and objectively identifying specified 
characteristics of messages (1968, p. 601)." In regard to dreams, such 
methods usually purported to measure some aspect of personality or 
interpersonal behavior, represented in the dream report, based on a 
particular theoretical-clinical viewpoint. Hall and Van de Castle 
(1966) believed that the first such method was devised by Franz 
Alexander and George Wilson (1935). The basis for their classification 
was Alexander's vector theory of pregenital impulses, and included 
various categories such as satisfied or inhibited, retaining, receptive, 
taking, giving, and attacking. As an example of the utilization of 
content-analytic scales, findings by Alexander and Wilson (1935) using
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this classification system indicated that patients with gastrointes­
tinal disturbances of constipation have more retentive dreams, and 
patients with peptic ulcers have more receiving and aggressive taking.
Newer theories and more complex systems of scoring have been 
developed. Some other hypothetical constructs for which content- 
analytic scales have been developed are: "Hostility" by Sheppard (1964),
"Masochism" by Beck and Hurvich (1959), "Ego Strength" by Polster (1951), 
"Anxiety" by Whitman, Pierce, Maas, and Baldridge (1961), and "Identity 
Crisis" by Lott (1963).
Approaches to dream content analysis have been developed within 
the experimental laboratory setting as well. The work of Hall (1953, 
1966) and Hall and Van de Castle (1966) comprised the largest and most 
standardized set of dream content-analytic scales. Virtually every 
objective dream element is scored by one of fifteen empirical scales. 
Examples of scale categories are objects, settings, characters, aggres­
sive, friendly, and sexual interactions, activities, and depiction of 
misfortune and good fortune. Hall and Van de Castle (1966) reported 
perfect agreement of 70% to 90% depending upon complexity of category, 
and correlation coefficients indicating agreement on total number of 
elements present, as well as number of elements within separate classes 
were generally in the nineties. The Hall and Van de Castle scales are 
perhaps the ultimate in face validity, no theoretical interpretations 
are required. A rifle is classified as a weapon, not as a sex symbol; 
activities are scored as "verbal," "physical," "visual," "cognitive," 
etc., rather than as "receptive," "giving," or "taking." A major
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aspect of the Hall and Van de Castle scales is that they presented 
norms for their categories based on analyses of 1000 dreams.
Other dream content scales in use were the "Hedonic Tone" scales 
of Foulkes, Spear and Symonds (1966), and the "Primary Process Think­
ing" Scale of Auld, Goldenberg and Weiss (1968). Both of these scales 
used a seven point rating scale and reported rater agreement of 88% 
to 91%.
One other scale deserves mention in that it has undergone exten­
sive experimental development though based on intuitive-theoretical 
concepts. Sheppard (1964) has developed scales similar in scoring to 
the Hall and Van de Castle (1966) scale, but based on concepts of the 
psychosexual development stages of "Orality," "Anality," and "Genitality." 
She also has developed scales measuring components of "Ego," and "Super­
ego" functioning, as well as a "Hostility" scale. Sheppard and Karon 
(1964) reported rater agreement in the 70% range for the scales.
Empirically based content-analytic scales are preferable for 
research, and it has been suggested (King, 1967) that such scales may 
have clinical use as well.
Personality Measures Related to Hypnotic Susceptibility
In the area of personality correlates of hypnotic susceptibility, 
results so far obtained are frustrating at best. Barber (1964) re­
ported that any positive results ever obtained have for the most part 
not been replicated. Tart (1970) has more recently pointed out the 
absence of any strong relationships between hypnotic susceptibility and 
personality measures. Barber (1964) maintained that motivational and
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situational factors are so much more important than personality 
variables that the problem of personality differences in suscepti­
bility has probably been wrongly stated. However, Hilgard (1965), 
while recognizing that results are presently inconclusive, is more 
optimistic about future research.
Few significant results were found in correlating hypnotic 
susceptibility with the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) and 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) (Hilgard and Lauer, 
1962). Initially favorable results were obtained using the Maudsley 
Personality Inventory (MPI) (Furneaux and Gibson, 1961). However, 
these results were not replicated by Thorn (1961) or Lazovik (1962). 
Using the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey and the Cattell 16 PF 
Questionnaire, Weitzenhoffer and Weitzenhoffer (1958) failed to dis­
criminate more susceptible subjects from less susceptible. Using the 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) (Levitt, Persky, and Brady, 
1964) and the Leary Interpersonal Check List (Bentler, 1963) some 
positive correlations were found. However, Hilgard (1965) reported 
that studies in his laboratory have failed to replicate these 
results. Barber and Calverly (1964) have utilized the Jourard Self- 
Disclosure Scale, the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale, and 
the EEPS, all with negative results.
Hilgard, Lauer and Melei (1965) presented data showing a 
significant positive relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and 
the tendency toward acquiescence as measured by the sum of true 
responses on the MMPI. However, other writers (Jackson and Messick,
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1962) suggested that such tests as the MMPI are heavily loaded with 
stylistic response tendencies. Hilgard (1965) was cautious in putting 
too much emphasis on the acquiescence set data because of the nature 
of keying of different MMPI scales. Other positive results derived 
from the use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Hilgard, 1965) have 
not been replicated, but were suggestive of strong correlations with 
hypnotic susceptibility.
Using the Rorschach Test, Sarbin and Madow (1942) and Brenman 
and Reichard (1943) found indicators of hypnotic susceptibility. 
However, Schafer (1947) and Steisel (1952) failed to replicate the 
previously found significant relationships. Results using the Thematic 
Apperception Test (TAT), especially Card 12M, correlated with suscepti­
bility (White, 1937; Rosensweig and Sarason, 1942). However, these 
results have not been confirmed (Levitt and Lubin, 1963).
Hilgard's (1965) optimistic view not withstanding, there have 
been no significant relationships found between personality measures 
and hypnotic susceptibility. All initial significant findings were not 
replicated and thus far there has been little or no follow-up. One 
objective of the present study was to carry out needed follow-up with 
regard to previously identified significant relationships between 
personality factors and hypnotic susceptibility.
Problem
The primary purpose of the present study was to examine the 
relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and manifest dream con­
tent. These particular variables have not been contrasted, and the
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nature of any discovered relationship has value for the experimental 
study of hypnotically induced dreams. The overriding question is to 
what extent does a given level of hypnotic susceptibility predict mani­
fest dream content? One issue involved in this question is the method 
of subject selection. Experimenters in the area of hypnotic phenomena 
may be biasing their results by the practice of selecting for research 
only those subjects high in measured hypnotic susceptibility when 
hypnotically induced dreams are studied.
The basic experimental hypothesis was that there would be dif­
ferences between level of hypnotic susceptibility with regard to 
manifest dream content. Specific categories of manifest dream content 
suspected of varying according to subject hypnotic susceptibility were 
categories reflecting psychodynamically the features of primary process 
activity and regressive processes. The view that dreams and hypnosis 
are related in terms of their regressive psychodynamic features is 
classically Freudian and is best presented by Gill and Brenman (1959). 
Gill and Brenman (1959) speculated from a psychoanalytic view that 
hypnosis, like dreaming, is a regressive phenomenon, "We believe that 
the regressed subsystem of the hypnotic state is akin to the ego system 
which is active during sleep (Gill and Brenman, 1959, p. 243)." 
According to psychoanalytic dream theory, a regressive feature 
pertinent to dreaming is the increased presence of primary process 
material and an increased likelihood of more dreaming as ego defenses 
are relaxed. Schafer (1954, p. 100) states,
dream regression is evidenced by the dream's relative openness
to expressions of normally unconscious, infantile, rejected
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tendencies and their derivatives, this openness reflecting 
relaxation of defensive and synthesizing ego functions, and 
by the dominance of the archaic, drive-oriented primary process 
mode of thinking.
Thus, from a theoretical viewpoint there was sufficient reason to 
speculate that hypnotic susceptibility and dream content relate in a 
psychologically regressive manner. Behaviorally this suggests that 
depending upon a person's hypnotic susceptibility his dreams might 
reflect different levels of primary process functioning such as vivid­
ness, intensity, expressions of emotion arousing stimuli. Because of 
the relaxation of defenses implied in regressive processes there 
might even be more dream content recalled with greater hypnotic suscep­
tibility .
In actual practice, various clinicians and experimenters have 
reported the need to have subjects hypnotized fairly deeply in order 
to obtain hypnotically induced dreams (Mazer, 1951; Wolberg, 1945), 
and that more susceptible subjects reported greater vividness (Tart, 
1966) and greater capacity for dream like experience (Barber, 1962).
In general then, there appeared to be some basis in theory and in 
practice to hypothesize that there are differences in spontaneous 
nocturnal dream content depending on level of hypnotic susceptibility.
Specifically, it was hypothesized that in subjects with high 
levels of hypnotic susceptibility there was a correspondingly greater 
frequency dream reporting and longer length than with subjects scoring 
low in hypnotic susceptibility. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that 
differences between levels of hypnotic susceptibility are greater than 
zero in relation to dream content measures assessing different
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aspects of dream intensity and vividness.
To facilitate a thorough examination of manifest dream content 
from subjects scoring at various levels of hypnotic susceptibility the 
following content-analysis scales were used: the empirical Hall and
Van de Castle (1966) scales; dream rating scales of Foulkes, jt al . 
(1966) and Auld, et al. (1968); and the theoretically based scale of 
Sheppard (1964). Approximately 115 different scales and subscales 
were isolated in this examination of manifest dream content. However, 
it was those scales which measure aspects of dream intensity and 
vividness which were hypothesized to discriminate between levels of 
hypnotic susceptibility. It was first hypothesized that subjects with 
a high level of hypnotic susceptibility reported (1) more dreams, and 
(2) longer dreams than subjects with lower levels of susceptibility. 
With regard to the Hall and Van de Castle (1966) scales it was 
hypothesized that variables reflecting differences between levels of 
hypnotic susceptibility are (3) aggression, (4) friendliness, (5) 
sexual activity, (6) activity in general, (7) color, (8) dramatic 
quality, and (9) emotional expression, (10) character density (total 
words per dream/number of characters per dream). With regard to 
Foulkes, et al. (1966) scales it was hypothesized that level of (11) 
Hedonic Tone (pleasantness vs. unpleasantness) is significantly 
different for various levels of hypnotic susceptibility. With regard 
to the Auld, et al. (1968) scale, it was hypothesized that amount of 
(12) Primary Process thinking is significantly different for various 
levels of hypnotic susceptibility. Relating the Sheppard (1964)
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scales in accordance with the overall regressive hypothesis, it was 
hypothesized that all of the scales--(13) Ego disturbance, (14)
Hostility, (15) Orality, (16) Anality, (17) Genitality, and (18) Super 
Ego— are significantly different for various levels of hypnotic 
susceptibility.
The independence of these scales rests upon different methods 
of quantifying the scales. The Hall and Van de Castle scales are 
based strictly upon the empirical, objective presence of a particular 
category, while the Auld, et aj., (1968) and Foulkes, et. al. (1966) scales 
are based on ratings of a more global nature. Sheppard's scales are 
based on different criteria altogether and utilize a weighting system 
in regard to objectively identified dream characteristics. In any 
case where scoring overlap might be expected, the criteria for scoring 
seemed substantially different. To test these hypotheses a multivariate 
analysis of variance design was used. The computer program utilized 
also calculated the correlations between variables under consideration, 
thus making it possible to examine intercorrelations between the 
variables.
A secondary aspect of the present study was the assessment of 
certain personality measures with regard to level of hypnotic suscepti­
bility. This aspect was carried out in order to extend in a systematic 
manner the comparison of such data. Findings up to the present time 
show no reliable significant relationships (Hilgard, 1965). However, 
no experiment has attempted to gather a substantial breadth of person­
ality measures from the same subject along with a hypnotic susceptibility
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measure. The exploratory nature of this aspect of the present study 
was intended to allow for criterion variable support for any signifi­
cant relationships found between hypnotic susceptibility and manifest 
dream content. That is, if any of the hypotheses based on the 
regressive hypothesis were significant, what, if anything could be 
said in terms of the underlying personality dynamics of the subject 
based on familiar, well used personality measures. The personality 
data also allowed for replication of several studies on the relation­
ship between hypnotic susceptibility and personality characteristics. 
Specific attempts were made to replicate the work of Hilgard and Lauer 
(1962) using the California Personality Inventory (CPI), the work of 
Hilgard, Lauer, and Me lei (1965) using the Minnesota Multiphasic Per­
sonality Inventory (MMPI), and the work of Sarbin and Madow (1942), 
and that of Brenman and Reichard (1963) using the Rorschach Test. Also, 
there has been little direct examination of the relationship between 
hypnotic susceptibility and the human figure drawing test, except in 
regard to age-regression. Results of human figure drawing tests by 
subjects hypnotically age regressed are mixed. Findings by Kline and 
Guze (1951) and Leeds (1959) suggesting that subjects hypnotically 
regressed to a childhood age produced age appropriate drawings were not 
replicated by Orne (1951). To the extent that hypnotic age regression 
phenomena relate to degree of hypnotic susceptibility and out of the 
need for experimental thoroughness there is reason to consider further 
the relationship between human figure drawings and hypnotic suscepti­
bility. Thus the Draw-A-Person (DAP) was administered and assessed
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with regard to level of hypnotic susceptibility. There were no predic­
tions made with regard to the personality test results and it was 
expected that any positive results would be empirically tested in 
further research. The DAP data were examined using criteria estab­
lished by Machover (1949) and McElhaney (1969).
A third aspect of the study was the utilization of a question­
naire on dreams which gave the subjects an opportunity to give dream 
material before nocturnal dream material was collected. The question­
naire asked the subjects to rate different aspects of their dream 
experiences and report some actual dream content. The purpose here was 
to obtain^some data on the perceived dream experience of the subject 
and relate it to the actual dream reports. Of primary interest on the 
questionnaire were subject ratings of dream recall frequency (DRF), 
presence of sexual content in dreams and the nature of actual dream 
content reported. Questionnaire dream reports were scored with the 
same scales as nocturnal dream reports, and an attempt to compare the 
two types of dream report was made.
Hypotheses
Replicative and exploratory purposes of the study were to 
assess personality characteristics in regard to level of hypnotic 
susceptibility and to examine questionnaire dream reports for use in 
research. The major focus of the present study was to examine the 
relationship between hypnotic susceptibility and manifest dream con­
tent. The following specific hypotheses, based on the hypothesis of 
the regressive nature of both hypnotic susceptibility and dreaming,
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were made in order to thoroughly examine the hypnotic susceptibility 
and dream content relationship.
With a high level of hypnotic susceptibility there is more of 
the following than with lower levels of susceptibility:
1. Dreams reported
2. Dream length
Also, variables reflecting aspects of dream intensity and vividness 
were hypothesized to be significantly different depending on the level 









11. Pleasant Hedonic Tone










Subjects (Ss) were thirty-three females recruited from intro­
ductory level psychology and educational psychology courses at 
Louisiana State University. Age limits were set at ages 17 to 29 
years in order to insure comparability of results with those of other 
experiments.
Hypnotic Susceptibility Measure
The Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility: Form A
(HGSHS:A) was used. This scale was administered by the experimenter 
QL) under standardized conditions. This is a self report scale and 
S_s rated themselves immediately after the induction procedure.
In general the HGSHS:A has been shown to correlate highly with 
individual tests of hypnotic susceptibility (Bentler and Hilgard, 1963; 
Bentler and Roberts, 1963; Shor and Orne, 1963). Even research which 
showed less than optimum correlations between the HGSHS:A and indi­
vidually administered scales (Evans and Schmeidler, 1966) demonstrated 
that a fairly gross classification such as high, medium and low 
hypnotic susceptibility provided adequate reliability. This question 
is raised because due to time factors it was not possible to administer 
individual tests of hypnotic susceptibility to all of the subjects.
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Procedure
The HGSHS:A was administered to 120 j3s in groups of 15 to 20. 
At the same time following the HGSHS:A administration Ss filled out a 
short Dream Research Project questionnaire (Appendix A).
From the pool of j3s thus generated eleven jjs each scoring low, 
medium, and high on the HGSHS:A were randomly selected from the _Ss 
scoring within the prescribed low, medium, and high ranges. Based on 
norms (Shor and Orne, 1963; Bentler and Hilgard, 1963) low suscepti­
bility was operationally defined as an HGSHS:A score of three or below, 
medium susceptibility was a score of six or seven, and high suscepti­
bility was defined as a score of ten or above. This trichotomy was 
made in order to provide clear-cut tests of the hypotheses and to 
overcome any question about discriminability of the twelve point 
HGSHS:A.
These randomly selected subjects were then contacted and asked 
to come for a group interview, which encompassed an explanation of 
spontaneous nocturnal dream recording procedure and administration of 
the MMPI, and CPI. Subjects were asked to record their spontaneous 
nocturnal dreams upon awakening in the morning in a dream workbook 
supplied by the experimenter. Each day had a different page (Appendix 
B) and Ss were asked to record any remembered dream content or 
associated impressions. If there were other experiences, these could 
be recorded, but only actual dream narratives were used in content 
analysis.
Subjects were asked to record their dreams for a period of
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seven days. This length of time was expected to be adequate to obtain 
a good sample of the Ss typical dream content. King (1967) obtained 
results suggestive of the fact that using the Hall and Van de Castle 
(1966) scales ten nights of dream reports would provide the same 
representative category profiles as 100 nights of dream reports. How­
ever, because of the semester schedule, it was impossible to obtain ten 
nights from all of the subjects, so only seven nights were obtained.
At some point during the experimental period each JS was 
scheduled for an individual interview during which the Rorschach and 
DAP were administered.
Subjects were told that they could contact E at any time, but 
contact other than the individual interview was not encouraged during 
the seven day period because of possible J2 biasing effect (Zubin,
1964) in regard to influencing dream content.
Content-Analysis Procedures
All personality data were scored by E in accordance with accepted 
procedures. Dream reports were scored by the E and assistants in order 
to supply reliability measures for the scale. King (1967) established 
reliability of the E in scoring the Hall and Van de Castle (1966) 
scales with correlation co-efficients for the various scales consis­
tently in the high .90s. Reliability for scoring the Sheppard (1964) 
scales was determined by use of reliability dreams scored by Sheppard 
and _E. Perfect agreement percentages ranged from .80 to .87. The 
Foulkes e£ al. (1966) and Auld et: al. (1968) rating scales were scored 
by E and a Ph.D. clinical psychologist and perfect agreement percentages
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were .92 and .94 respectively. CPI and MMPI were scored according to 
standard methods. Rorschach tests were scored according to Beck's 
(1961) system by E. DAPs were scored on rating scales suggested by 
Machover (1949) and McElhaney (1969) by E and the Ph.D. clinical psy­
chologist. On the thirty-two different rating scales measured, perfect 
agreement percentages were all in the .90s with most in the high .90s.
The Dream Unit
Some experimenters lump all dreams reported each night into one 
unit for analysis (King, 1967). However, in the present study the 
basic unit was the dream episode. It was very easy to distinguish 
episodes. In fact, many S_s numbered the episodes. Only actual dream 
narratives were subjected to content-analysis, no impressions or 
comments about dream reports were included in scoring.
In the utilization of content-analytic methods with regard to 
dream reports there was some question about controlling for length of 
dream report. Hall (1969) stated that it is axiomatic that there is 
more of everything the longer the dream report. However, Domhoff 
(1969) maintained that the averaging methods utilized to control for 
dream length obscured important aspects in interpretation and "really 
stacked the deck against the interesting material sometimes embedded 
in the redundancies and detailed descriptions of objects, settings, 
and activities in (dream) reports." Thus, the present study used the 
dream episode as the basic unit for analysis via a multivariate 
analysis of variance program utilized by the Louisiana State University 
Computer Research Center (MANOVA 2903).
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The basic design for the tests of hypotheses was a multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) with three randomized groups. Three 
groups consisted of eleven j3s each who were randomly selected from a Si 
population which met operationally defined criteria for high, medium 
or low hypnotic susceptibility. The MANOVA program used also provided 
between-group comparisons and intercorrelated all of the variables 
about which hypotheses were used.
One concern was that ages of the j5s might bias the results.
Table 1 shows no differences between the average age for different
levels of hypnotic susceptibility. Average age for the total popula­
tion was 21.1, and most of the _Ss were college sophomores and juniors.
The first hypotheses were in regard to amount of dreaming and
dream length. Table 2 shows mean number of dreams and mean number of
words per dream for different levels of hypnotic susceptibility.
There was a standard seven day-night period for each E> even though not 
all Ss recorded their dreams for the same seven day period. There was 
no difference in number of dreams reported or in average dream length. 
The dream length variable was almost significant in the predicted 
direction. Variability within the low susceptibility group appeared 




MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF AGES OF SUBJECTS 
FOR LEVEL OF HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility
Low Medium High F
Age 22.0 20.0 21.3 .764
S.D. 3.58 1.33 2.77
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TABLE 2
MEAN NUMBER OF DREAMS REPORTED PER SUBJECT AND NUMBER OF 
WORDS PER DREAM FOR LEVEL OF HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility
Low Medium High F P
Dreams 6.4 5.2 7.7 .890
Words Per
Dream 39.2 64.6 64.4 2.828 .08
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Results of the F ratios for hypotheses based on the Hall and 
Van de Castle (1966) scales are presented in Table 3. Average number 
of aggressions and friendly acts per dream were not significantly 
different. No tests of significance were possible for amount of sexual­
ity in the dream content because there were so few scorable instances. 
Only two of the low susceptibility _Ss, four medium level j5s, and three 
high level _Ss even reported any direct sexual content. Activity per 
dream approached significance, but was not. Color references and 
emotional expressions per dream were not significantly different for 
different levels of susceptibility. The hypothesis with regard to words 
per character was significant at the .05 level. This result showed 
that there was less character density in the medium and high suscepti­
bility levels than in the low level. For the character density 
variable, the low group was significantly different from the medium 
group (F = 5.976, £  <• 05), and the low group was significantly differ­
ent from the high group (F = 4.194, £<.05). The dramatic quality 
variable was suggested by Hall (1966) and is made up of the sum of 
aggression, friendliness, sexual, successes, failures, misfortunes, and 
good fortune scores. The dramatic quality variable was significant at 
the .05 level, with subjects having low susceptibility scoring lowest. 
For the dramatic quality variable, the low group was significantly 
different from the medium group (F = 9.416, £<.01), but medium and high 
are not different.
The results for Auld, £t al. (1968) scale of Primary Process 
thinking are shown in Table 4. There was no significant difference 
between the groups.
TABLE 3
MEANS AND F RATIOS FOR HYPOTHESES BASED ON THE HALL AND VAN DE CASTLE
SCALES FOR LEVEL OF HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility
Variable* Low Medium High F
Aggressions Per 
Dream (.67) .24 .44 .30 1.222
Friendliness Per 
Dream (.62) .22 .48 .60 1.323
Activities Per 
Dream (4.94) 1.52 2.84 2.78 2.850
Color Per 
Dream (.47) .10 .30 .18 1.039
Emotions Per 
Dream (.84) .21 .43 .18 2.080
Words Per 
Character 22.1 34.6 32.6 3.442:
Dramatic Quality 
Per Dream (2.17) .71 1.51 1.03 4.777'
* Numbers in parentheses are Hall and Van de Castle (1966) norms for 
the particular ratio or proportion.
** £  <.05.
TABLE 4
MEANS AND F RATIOS FOR HYPOTHESIS BASED ON AULD 
ET AL. PRIMARY PROCESS SCALE FOR LEVEL 
OF HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility 
Low Medium High F
Primary Process 
Thinking
Per Dream 2.51 2.70 2.59 .160
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The Foulkes, et_ al. (1966) scale of Hedonic Tone yielded 
results, Table 5, which were significant at the .01 level. Dreams of 
the more susceptible j>s were rated as more pleasant than the low group. 
For the Hedonic Tone variable the low group was significantly different 
from the medium (F = 9.730, £<.01), and the low group was significantly 
different from the high group (F = 8.796, £<.01).
Means reported in Table 6 for Sheppard's (1964) rating scales 
are raw scores for each of the variables according to her system. There 
are no norms available for her scales. However, from experimental data 
reported (Sheppard, 1969) there does not appear to be any systematic 
difference between scores of sample subjects and other experimental 
populations studied. There was no difference between levels of suscep­
tibility on the Hostility scale. The difference found between levels 
on the Ego scale was significant at the .05 level. This difference 
appeared to be due to a significant difference between the low and 
medium groups (F = 7.838, jj<.01). The Superego scale was significant 
at the .05 level, with the difference due to a significant difference 
between the low and medium groups (F = 5.879, £<.05) and between the 
medium and high groups (F = 6.621, £<.05). The Orality scale was 
significant at the .01 level, with significant differences between the 
low and medium groups (F = 10.012, £<.01) and between the medium and 
high groups (F = 9.388, £^.01). Differences on the Anality scale were 
significant at the .05 level, with differences between the low and high 
groups (F = 8.115, £<.01), and between the medium and high groups
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TABLE 5
MEANS AND F RATIOS FOR HYPOTHESIS BASED ON FOULKES, 










MEANS AND F RATIOS FOR HYPOTHESES BASED ON SHEPPARD'S 
DREAM RATING SCALES FOR LEVEL OF 
HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility
Low Medium High F
Hostility Per Dream 16.0 19.7 13.5 1.374
Ego Per Dream 14.1 19.8 16.5 3.950*
Superego Per Dream 10.9 18.0 10.4 4.176*
Orality Per Dream 3.57 8.83 3.84 6.472**
Anality Per Dream 3.17 4.07 7.50 4.541*
Genitality Per Dream 4.66 4.04 9.21 2.653
* £ <  .05
** £ < . 01
38
(F = 5.161, £  .05). Differences on the Genitality scale approached
significance, but were not significant.
Table 7 shows the correlation matrix generated by the MANOVA 
program for the seventeen variables tested with regard to hypnotic 
susceptibility. The pattern seemed to be for average number of words 
per dream to correlate strongly with ten other variables, and four of 
the seven significant hypothesized variables. Also, the Activities and 
Dramatic Quality scales each correlated strongly with ten of the 
seventeen variables. The one significant variable for hypnotic suscep­
tibility which did not intercorrelate with any of the other variables 
was the Hedonic Tone variable.
The personality instrument which seemed to show most differ­
ences between levels of hypnotic susceptibility was the CPI. For 
analysis of CPI, MMPI, Rorschach, and DAP data a one-way analysis of
variance design was used. Linear and curvilinear components were
2identified, and a strangth of association measure, W  , was calculated.
Six scales showed significant differences at the .05 level or better,
results are shown in Table 8. Sense of Well-being (Wb) scale was lower
for the higher levels of hypnotic susceptibility, the linear component
was significant (F = 4.945, £ <  .05), and the strength of association was 
2<*} = .16. The Responsibility (Re) scale, which identifies persons of
conscientious, responsible, and dependable disposition and temperament, 
was significantly lower for medium and high level of hypnotic suscepti­
bility. For the Re scale, the linear component was significant 
(F = 4.704, £<.05), and the strength of association was <J = .16.
TABLE 7
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN HYPOTHESIZED DREAM VARIABLES
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Dreams per JS
2 Ave. Words per Dream (D) .201
3 Character Density .185 .603**
4 Aggressions per D -.087 .474** .005
5 Friendliness per D -.069 .232 .011 .190
6 Activities per D .079 .836** .565** .442** .048
7 Color per D .166 -.057 -.288 .088 .074 -.044
8 Emotion per D .104 .510** .353* .331* .167 .304* -.099
9 Dramatic Qual.per D -.010 .783** .290 .718** .396* .720** -.016 .598**
10 Primary Process per D .321* .399* .129 .259 .338 .183 .116 .298* .392*
11 Hedonic Tone per D .274 .211 .360* -.222 .013 .167 -.075 -.097 -.027
12 Hostility per I) .058 .486** .126 .751** .269 .359* .062 .422** .631**
13 Ego per D .214 .582** .274 .606** .230 .414** .225 .407* .576**
14 Superego per D .169 .510** .215 .386* .417** .420** .085 .451** .581**
15 Orality per D .034 .233 .061 .277 .275 .172 -.176 .165 .268
16 Anality per D -.099 .048 -.207 .231 .197 -.166 -.260 .010 .210
17 Genitality per D .096 .454** .041 .402* .085 .404* .113 .099 .384*
TABLE 7 (Continued)
Variable 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
11 Hedonic Tone per D .249
12 Hostility per D .428** 1 • o VO ro
13 Ego per D .807** .191 .706**
14 Superego per D .265 .099 .376* .385*
15 Orality per D .357* -.028 .367* .249 -.175
16 Anality per D .153 .257 .152 .182 .053 .096
17 Genitality per D .394* .109 .458** .472** .126 .209 .062





MEANS AND F RATIOS OF RAW SCORES ON THE CALIFORNIA PERSONALITY





Low Medium High F
Dominance (Do) 28.5 24.6 26.2 25.6 .159
Capacity for Status (Cs) 22.2 20.4 18.6 19.8 .474
Sociability (Sy) 26.0 22.5 22.9 23.2 .038
Social Presence (Sp) 37.0 36.9 36.8 37.8 .065
Self-Acceptance (Sa) 19.5 21.9 23.6 21.9 .704
Well-being (Wb) 37.5 36.8 28.8 30.3 4.192*
Responsibility (Re) 33.3 32.4 26.6 27.9 4.288*
Socialization (So) 39.5 36.6 32.8 35.2 1.488
Self-Control (Sc) 30.8 28.4 19.5 22.9 4.194*
Tolerance (To) 25.0 24.7 18.7 21.5 3.959*
Good Impression (Gi) 19.1 16.8 11.8 14.0 3.254
Communality (Cm) 25.5 25.7 25.5 26.3 .508
Ach. via Conformance (Ac) 28.8 26.1 24.5 25.0 .396
Ach. via Independence (Ai) 21.8 24.2 19.4 20.5 6.608**
Intellectual Eff. (Ie) 41.4 41.3 32.4 36.8 5.041*
Psych, mindedness (Py) 11.4 11.8 9.4 12.0 2.091
Flexibility (Fx) 11.6 14.7 10.9 11.6 3.044
Femininity (Fe) 22.8 24.1 22.6 22.9 .505
@ Norms are taken from Gough (1957) and based on two samples of 
female college students (N=120).
* £ <  . 05
** P< *01
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The Self-Control (Sc) scale suggested a tendency for medium and high
susceptibility levels to be lower for subjects with low levels of
hypnotic susceptibility. For the Sc scale the curvilinear component
was significant (F = 5.202, £<.05), and strength of association was 
2<j = .17. On the Tolerance (To) scale, which identified persons with
permissive, accepting, and non-judgmental social beliefs and attitudes,
the medium level group seemed lower than the low or high hypnotic
susceptibility levels. For the To scale, the curvilinear component was
significant (F = 5.694, £<.05), and the strength of association was
cj = .15. On the Achievement via Independence (Ai) scale, the low
susceptibility group was higher than the other levels of susceptibility.
The Ai scale identifies those factors of interest and motivation which
facilitate achievement in any setting where autonomy and independence
are positive behaviors. For the Ai scale the linear component was
significant (F = 6.928, £<.05) as well as the curvilinear component
2(F = 6.288, £<.05), and the strength of association was k) - .25. On 
the Intellectual efficiency (Ie) scale, which indicates the degree of 
personal and intellectual efficiency which the person has attained, the 
medium and high levels were lower than the low level of hypnotic suscep­
tibility. For the Ie scale, the curvilinear component was significant
2(F = 7.510, £<.05), and the strength of association was k) = .20.
On the MMPI, three of the scales showed significant differences 
between levels of hypnotic susceptibility, results are shown in Table 9. 
The K scale, which indicated the degree to which a person tries to 
appear more or less normal, was higher for low susceptibility subjects
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TABLE 9
MEANS AND F RATIOS OF T SCORES ON THE MMPI 






Sum-True (566 items) 224.3 274.5 264.5 14.833*-
L (lie scale) 47.6 44.4 42.5 2.630
F (Validity scale) 53.5 59.4 60.5 1.706
K (Appear normal) 56.8 45.8 48.6 5.163*
Hs (Hypochondriasis) 50.7 54.0 55.0 .576
D (Depression) 52.4 56.5 54.9 .619
Hy (Hysterical) 55.9 56.7 55.7 .034
Pd (Psychopathic deviant) 58.5 62.5 62.5 .493
Mf (Masculine-Feminine) 43.4 42.9 46.3 .349
Pa (Paranoia) 56.2 61.1 57.5 .695
Pt (Psychasthenia) 57.8 62.3 59.0 .774
Sc (Schizophrenia) 55.4 66.2 65.0 2.509
Ma (Hypomania) 54.8 70.0 65.7 5.796*
Si (Social introversion) 54.0 55.8 53.7 .135
Welsh A (Anxiety) 47.6 56.5 53.7 1.778
Welsh R (Repression) 49.2 39.9 43.1 3.056
Es (Barron Ego Strength) 53.3 45.6 48.3 1.703
R-S (Repressor-Sensitizer 
scale in raw scores) 36.2 52.5 50.7 1.898
MAS (Manifest Anxiety 
scale in raw scores) 16.6 24.5 20.7 1.753
SD (Social Desirability 
scale in raw scores) 29.7 24.6 25.2 1.408
* J£ < • 05
** £ <.01
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than for medium and high levels. For the K scale, the linear com­
ponent was significant (F = 5.475, £ <  .05) as well as the curvilinear
component (F = 4.852, £<.05), and the strength of association was 
o
q  = .20. The Ma, or Hypomania scale, which characterizes the tendency
of people toward overactivity, emotional excitement, and flight of
ideas, was highest for the medium group with the high and low groups
following. In fact, the medium group's average was quite elevated.
For the Ma scale, the linear component was significant (F = 5.627, £ <  .05)
as well as the curvilinear component (F = 5.965, £<.05), and the
strength of association was y  = .22. The Sum-True scale, which is
thought by some (Jackson and Messick, 1962; Wiggins, 1962) to indicate
a stylistic response set of general acquiescence, was highest for the
medium and high levels of susceptibility. For the Sum-True scale, the
linear component was significant (F = 12.462, £<.01), and the strength
oof association was u> = .22.
Results of the F tests for the Rorschach variables are presented
in Table 10. There were three significant F ratios. The experience
balance (Total M/Sum C) showed that low susceptibility j>s had more color
in relation to movement than did medium or high susceptibility _Ss. For
the experience balance, the curvilinear component was significant
2(F = 5.440, £<.05), and the strength of association was to = .13. 
Considering all Rorschach protocol determinants with a form (F) com­
ponent, "extended" F+% was highly significant and the linear component 
was quite strong (F = 11.863, £<.001), and strength of association
Owas ui = .25.
TABLE 10
MEANS AND F RATIOS OF RORSCHACH VARIABLES FOR 








Total No. Responses 32.6 30.1 42.9 37.5 2.284
W % (Whole) .17 .30 .27 .30 .152
D % (Detail) .68 .65 .62 .65 .123
Dd % (Small detail) .15 .05 .11 .05 .144
Total M  (Movement) 3.5 3.4 4.7 5.5 1.400
M % .16 .11 .12 .15 .701
Sum C (Color) 3.11 6.04 5.72 6.04 .042
Total M/Sum C (E. B.) 1.13 .49 1.43 1.07 3.330*
Total M + Sum C (E.A.) 6 .6 9.5 10.4 11.6 .632
W/M 1.56 3.02 1.99 1.95 1.106







Low Medium High F
F + 7° (Good Form) .79 .74 .74 .62 3.798*
Extended F + % (All Form) None .68 .63 .53 6.156**
Total Y 7, (Shading) .06 .11 .13 .13 .356
Total T % (Texture) None .04 .02 .02 1.175
Total V 7o (Vista) .06 .02 .01 .01 .244
A 7, (Animal) .47 .43 .48 .46 .593
P 7> (Popular) .22 .21 .21 .21 .020
S 7o (White space) .06 .05 .08 .07 .872
Affective Ratio 0 <r>1o .59 .66 .54 1.713
Lambda Ratio 1.50-2.50 1.29 1.39 1.17 .316
Time Per R (in sec.) 15-30 30.1 27.9 29.5 .080
Time to First R None 11.2 11.1 10.6 .031
* p <  .05 
**P< *01 -F>CTi
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Results of F ratios for DAP variables are reported in Table 11. 
It was difficult to quantify DAP drawings, and the present analysis is 
not intended to be an exhaustive examination of the DAP. Ratable 
categories are those suggested by Machover (1949) and McElhaney (1969). 
The rated kinesthetic quality (apparent movement) for the male figures 
was significantly greater for the medium and high levels of suscepti­
bility. For kinesthetic quality, the linear component was significant
o(F = 8.802, jd< . 01), and the strength of association was u  = .20. 
Emphasis on the nose was greater for the low and medium levels than for 
the high susceptibility level. For nose emphasis, the curvilinear 
component was significant (F = 7.256, .05), and strength of associa-
Otion was j  = .16. The other significant DAP variable was the rated
amount of arm extension (one = close to body, five = fully extended
above shoulders) for male figures. For male arm extension, the
linear component was significant (F = 11.958, p<.01), and the strength
2of association was ̂  = .25. Criteria of the DAP rating variables are
given in Appendix C.
The third aspect of the present study was analysis of ques­
tionnaire (Appendix A) data on dream characteristics of the _Ss prior 
to the collection of their night dreams. Results are shown in Table 
12. When asked how much they remember their dreams, high and medium 
susceptibility Ss reported a greater frequency of recall than low 
susceptibility j3s. For this question, the linear component was sig­
nificant (F = 12.502, £ <  .001), and strength of association was 
oy  = .26. Medium and high susceptibility S!s say they tell their dreams
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TABLE 11
MEANS AND F RATIOS FOR DRAW-A-PERSON TEST VARIABLES
FOR LEVEL OF HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY
Hypnotic Susceptibility
DAP Variable Low Medium High F
Masculine-Feminine: Male 3.64 4.09 3.73 1.511
Masculine-Feminine: Female 1.59 1.73 1.73 .188
Bizarre: Male 2.27 2.23 2.32 .023
Bizarre: Female 1.59 2.00 2.00 .902
Kinesthetic: Male 1.18 1.45 1.77 4 .410*
Kinesthetic: Female 1.50 1.54 1.82 .760
Shading: Male 2.09 2.09 1.91 .211
Shading: Female 2.41 2.54 2.18 .523
Transparency: Male 1.73 1.73 1.73 .000
Transparency: Female 1.86 1.50 2.04 1.918
Details: Male 2.18 2.41 2.25 2 .673
Details: Female 2.54 2.64 2.04 1.918
Nose Emphasis: Male 2.04 2.54 1.19 3 .755*
Nose Emphasis: Female 1.91 2.32 1.91 .858
Mouth Emphasis: Male 1.95 2.18 2.18 .252
Mouth Emphasis: Female 2.09 2.36 2.27 .218
Arm Extension: Male 1.27 1.54 2.41 6 .518**








Completion: Male 4.73 4.18 4.54 1.037
Completion: Female 4.82 3.91 4.36 1.744
Aggression: Male 1.36 1.82 1.36 1.214
Aggression: Female 1.09 1.54 1.45 2.282
Height: Male (in centimeter) 14.1 15.9 16.1 .603
Height: Female 12.9 15.2 15.3 .832
Head %: Male .18 .25 .20 1.167
Head %: Female .20 .26 .27 1.051




MEANS AND F RATIOS OF DREAM QUESTIONNAIRE VARIABLES AND






How often remember dreams? 4.5 5.9 6 .6 6.391**
How often feel like have dreamed 
but do not remember? 4.6 5.4 5.4 1.514
How often have color dreams? 3.8 4.9 5.9 3.073
How plausible are your dreams? 2.5 3.1 2.8 .696
How often tell your dreams? 2.7 3.4 3.2 4.239*
Questionnaire Dreams
Dreams per Subject 3.0 3.6 3.6 2.855
Words per dream 25.9 29.0 34.0 .839
Hall and Van de Castle Scales
Aggression per dream .26 .45 .48 1.034
Friendliness per dream .23 .16 .14 .723
Activities per dream 1.45 1.29 1.45 .103
Color per dream .08 .07 .02 .279
Emotions per dream .17 .23 .16 .112
Words per character 25.9 27.4 38.0 .888








Foulkes et: al. Hedonic Tone 3.32 3.38 3.57 .243
Auld e_t al. Primary Process 2.24 3.06 2.50 2.190
Sheppard Scales
Hostility per dream 13.3 16.4 12.9 1.010
Ego per dream 16.0 15.6 15.1 .156
Superego per dream 3.8 8.0 9.3 2.740
Orality per dream 5.0 1.4 1.9 2.580
Anality per dream 1.7 4.7 6.5 2.624
Genitality per dream 7.0 4.2 5.7 .706
@ Refer to Appendix A for exact wording of questions and rating scales.
* £ <  .05 
** £ <  .01
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more often than low susceptibility Ss. For this question the curvi­
linear component was significant (F = 4.402, jd < .05), and strength of
Oassociation was a  = .17. When considering dream reports given in the 
dream questionnaire, none of the eighteen hypotheses made in regard to 
the nocturnal dreams were significant. Only half of the Sheppard 
scales showed any tendency toward significance, usually in the same 
direction as for nocturnal dreams.
For the sake of completeness, Table 13 presents means and F 
ratios for nocturnal dream characteristics evaluated, but about which 
no hypotheses were made. There were no significant Fs except for the 
number of negatives (no, none, etc.) per dream. Low susceptibility 
Ss had fewer negatives on the average than did the medium or high _Ss. 
Other characteristics worthy of note are that when there was any dream 




MEANS AND F RATIOS OF DREAM CONTENT v a r i a b l e s SCORED BUT NOT INCLUDED






Total Words Per _S 288.5 340.8 526.5 1.318
Dreams per night recalled 1.5 1.2 1.5 .563
Total characters per 
dream (2.8) 1.6 1.9 1.9 .257
Male character 
proportion (.37) .26 .40 .43 1.855
Female proportion per 
subject (.40) .34 .30 .28 .224
Familiar character 
proportion (.58) .67 .49 .44 2.590
Aggressions per 
character (.24) .13 .24 .14 2.094
Physical Agg./Physical 
and Verbal Agg. (.34) .18 .22 .32 .574
Dreamer as aggressor/Dreamer 
as aggressor & Dreamer 
Victim (.33) .29 .37 .21 .422
Friendliness per character(.22) .13 .27 .19 1.976
Dreamer as befriender/Dreamer 
as befriender & Dreamer as 
befriended (.43) .32 .37 .32 .053
Proportion of Aggression to 
Aggressions plus Friendli­
ness (.52) .41 .52 .46 .269
Words per activity 24.6 25.3 26.3 .071
Negatives per dream (1.97) .44 1.24 .91 4.809*
@ Numbers in parentheses are Hall and Van de Castle (1966) norms for 
the particular ratio or proportion.




In the present study an examination of the relationship 
between hypnotic susceptibility and nocturnal dream content was 
attempted. Even though seven of seventeen hypotheses were significant, 
support for the overall regression hypothesis relating dreams and 
hypnotic susceptibility is only partial and suggestive. None of the 
directional hypotheses with regard to dream length were significant. 
However, there seemed to be tendencies in the predicted direction though 
in relating dream length to hypnotic susceptibility with regard to the 
Character Density variable which correlated highly (r = .603) with 
average words per dream. Of the six remaining significant hypotheses, 
only two (Hedonic Tone and Anality) suggest a linear relation between 
hypnotic susceptibility and dream characteristics. The other four 
significant hypotheses, while yielding fairly strong differences between 
levels of hypnotic susceptibility, are more curvilinear in appearance; 
and along with the patterns shown in the nonsignificant hypothesized 
variables make it difficult to conclude strongly in favor of the regres­
sive hypothesis. Results suggestive of an interpretable relationship 
between level of hypnotic susceptibility and the dream variables were 
the preponderance of significant between-group comparisons with the low 
group significantly different from either the medium or high groups,
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while there were relatively fewer significant between-group comparisons 
for the medium and high groups. The suggestion here is that the low 
susceptibility group tended to deviate most often in the direction of 
relatively lower scores than the medium or high susceptibility groups 
on the dream variables, which is in accordance with the regressive 
hypotheses.
Caution must be exercised, however, because according to the 
correlations between the dream variables there was a fairly consistent 
and high correlation between dream length and a majority of the other 
dream variables. This may indicate a confounding of dream length with 
the other dream variables. Therefore, it may be the case that the more 
susceptible J3s were merely more cooperative or acquiescent (ala Messick 
and Jackson, 1962) and gave more dream material, thus accounting for 
the significant hypotheses. Considering the MMPI Sum-True results on 
Table 9, there is some support for an acquiescence set interpretation.
Allowing for the alternative interpretations of the dream 
variable data, the partial support for the regressive hypothesis takes 
the following form. Considering the Hall and Van de Castle (1966),
Auld, et al. (1968), and Foulkes, et al, (1966) scales, it seemed that 
the more susceptible a jj, the more the _S had dreams which were dramatic, 
pleasurable, intense, more active, and less densely populated with 
characters. Looking at the dynamically oriented scales of Sheppard 
(1964), it seemed that the more susceptible S[s had significantly more 
ego disturbances and anality in their dreams, and a tendency to have 
more genitality. Psychodynamically these results suggest that there is
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more ego breakdown and intrusion of unresolved psychosexual conflicts 
in the dreams of Ss with greater hypnotic susceptibility. However, 
direct depiction of acting out aggressively or sexually in _Ss dream 
reports was not significantly different for £[s with different levels of 
hypnotic susceptibility.
Three significant hypotheses, those with regard to Dramatic 
Quality, Superego, and Orality, appeared to be more curvilinear than 
linear. That is, Sis with a medium level of susceptibility were highest 
on these variables. One explanation for this result is that j3s with 
a medium level of susceptibility simply have a greater likelihood of 
expressing these dream variables than £>s with a high level of suscepti­
bility or with no susceptibility at all. That is, if a S has high or 
low susceptibility, there may be less Superego conflict, Orality or 
Dramatic Quality manifested in his dreams than if he were merely at a 
medium level of susceptibility.
However, another explanation which appears to have more empirical 
basis is that of Evans and Schmeidler (1966). According to them, the 
HGSHS:A identified jSs at the lower susceptibility range fairly well. 
However, there was greater likelihood that a J3 rated high in suscepti­
bility might subsequently be rated in the medium range on an individ­
ually administered test of hypnotic susceptibility (SHSS:C), and vice 
versa. That is, if a S was rated low in susceptibility on the HGSHS:A, 
he was not likely, subsequently to be rated any higher on an individual 
test of hypnotic susceptibility. However, jSs originally rated medium 
and high on the HGSHS:A were somewhat more likely to be rated in the
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opposite direction (between medium and high) on subsequent rating of 
susceptibility. Thus, a more meaningful dichotomy might have been 
between low hypnotic susceptibility and medium and high susceptibility 
together. This approach may have more applicability in regard to 
certain kinds of experimental questions.
Consequently, the most favorable interpretation of the dream 
variable data is that if _S can be hypnotized at all, and hypnotically 
induced dreams are collected, it appears that with more susceptible 
Ss there is a greater likelihood of obtaining dreams with more plea­
santness, dramatic quality, greater vividness and more evidence of 
unrestrained ego processes and biologically determined drives.
The present study also raises some questions with regard to 
content analytic procedures in general. The possible confounding of 
dream length with the rest of the dream variables violates one of the 
main assumptions of statistical independence as well as content 
analysis. The violated content analysis assumption is in regard to 
using measures of frequency to test hypotheses as was attempted in the 
present study. Holsti (1968) states that one who uses content analysis 
procedures assumes that the frequency of an attribute is a valid indi­
cator of some variable. Until there is some proof that the content 
variables used in the present study are in fact independent of dream 
length, there is some question as to the previously suggested relation­
ships between hypnotic susceptibility and dream content.
To get around this problem methodologically it may be possible 
to utilize the averaging methods of Hall (1966) with the possibility of
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loosing some interpretive flexibility in the process due to obscuring 
some of the more obvious dream aspects such as certain detailed 
descriptions and idiocyncratic expressions. It might also be possible 
to control for dream length in the collection of dream material, though 
the disadvantage here is the possibility of other systematic biasing 
effects due to elimination of dream reports beyond acceptable length 
limits.
Personality Test Data
As a replication of the Hilgard and Lauer (1962) study using 
the CPI, the present data do not completely replicate their female 
results in terms of significant relationships, but are in the same 
direction on all scales. Hilgard and Lauer (1962) found only three 
scales for females (Do, Sa, and Cm) to relate significantly with 
hypnotic susceptibility, none of which were significant in the present 
study. However, looking at Hilgard and Lauer's male sample of results, 
the two CPI scales which were significant (Wb and Sc) are also sig­
nificant in the female sample used in the present study. The direc­
tionality of the CPI scales was for high susceptibility _Ss to have 
lower Wb and Sc scores both in Hilgard and Lauer's (1962) data and in 
the present study. In the present study higher susceptibility jSs also 
had significantly lower scores on the Re, To, and Ai scales. Combin­
ing Hilgard and Lauer's (1962) significant and suggestive results with 
the significant results in the present study it appeared reasonable to 
infer that the more hypnotizable Ss were more apt to have self-doubt,
59
were more apathetic, and were more willing to relinquish control to 
others.
These CPI results lend some support to the regressive hypothesis 
in that _Ss with greater hypnotic susceptibility also seemed to manifest 
their self-doubt, apathy, and passivity in their dreams. In the dreams 
of Ss with high susceptibility this tendency resulted in more content 
scored as ego disturbance and as representing more deeply fixated 
levels of oral and anal drives.
In regard to MMPI data, results for the K, Ma, and Sum-True 
scales corroborate the findings of Hilgard, Lauer, and Me lei (1965), 
but they also found significant relationships for the L and Hs scales.
In the present study, the L scale is significant only at the .10 
level and the Hs scale shows only a slight tendency in the predicted 
direction. Considering Hilgard, Lauer, and Melei's (1965) data 
together with data reported in the present study it appears that with 
lower levels of hypnotic susceptibility there is an increased 
tendency to try to appear more normal, to be acquiescent and a de­
creased tendency to act out or indulge in fantasies. These data 
point out the propensity of j3s low in hypnotic susceptibility to be 
more conventional and less apt to transgress social norms. These data 
can be interpreted as a classical example of clinical rigidity. This 
tendency may be manifested in their dream recall in terms of their 
decreased amounts of liveliness and bizarre characteristics.
One general observation based on the results of the CPI and MMPI 
is that medium hypnotic susceptibility j3s seemed to show the greatest
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amount of deviation from the norm suggesting increased maladjustment. 
This observation is corroborated by the numerous apparent curvilinear 
components which place the medium group more toward the maladjusted end 
of the continuum on the personality tests.
In general, Rorschach samples in the present study did not vary 
too much from Beck's (1961) norms with the exceptions of a higher 
amount of shading responses and fewer form-only responses (lower Lambda 
ratio). Rorschach results do not exactly follow the work of Brenman 
and Reichert (1943) or Sarbin and Madow (1942) in that the W/D ratio 
was not a significant variable as they had found. However, results on 
the F+% support a hypothesis made by Steisel (1952) that form level 
(F+%) was less for more suggestible S_s, but not supported by his data. 
The present data are strongly suggestive of a form level variability 
between levels of susceptibility. It appeared that the form level 
(perception in fairly close accord with reality) decreased with greater 
hypnotic susceptibility. This result coupled with the significant 
experience balance (E.B.) variable suggests that with greater suscepti­
bility to hypnosis there is an increased tolerance for ambiguity and 
increased capacity for greater emotional experiences and somewhat more 
impulsivity. Looking at the other end of the continuum, that is in 
regard to lower E.B. ratios and higher F+%s, Schactel (1966, p. 77) 
states:
. . . this dimension of the experience type tells us something 
about the relation of the emotional capacity for experience to 
the conscious, critical, logical, intellectual functions. . . . 
these types (low E.B. and high F+%) are distinguished primarily 
by logical discipline. In achieving this discipline, however,
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introversive and extraversive features become atrophied; in 
other words, they sacrifice their ability to experience fully.
This interpretation fits the dream data in that dream reports from the 
low susceptibility _Ss tended to be logical and less bizarre than 
medium and high susceptibility dream reports. In some respects this 
finding substantiates the MMPI data on the K scale in which low suscep­
tibility Ss seemed to consciously attempt to appear more normal.
On the DAP variables measured, it was male figures which showed 
significant differences between levels of susceptibility in that high 
susceptibility Ss had more active male figures. Machover (1949) 
stated that if females draw male figures first, it was not as signif­
icant as if a male drew a female figure first. In the present study 
almost half of the Ss drew male figures first. This seems a little 
high, but may not be for _Ss in this age range. In any event, there may 
be some relationship between the male figure being drawn first and the 
fact that male drawings showed significant differences between levels 
of hypnotic susceptibility. The tendency to show greater movement and 
animation with higher levels of hypnotic susceptibility may reflect 
less constriction of perception and expression of affect, which would 
be congruent with other significant personality test data. That there 
has been virtually no other research reported, other than work with age 
regression, comparing DAP variables and direct measures of hypnotic 
susceptibility is not surprising. However, this attempt to use the 
DAP did produce some significant variability, which now needs to be 
replicated.
From personality test data there seemed to be an emerging
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pattern which was congruent with both dream content and level of 
hypnotic susceptibility. It appeared as though Ss high in hypnotic 
susceptibility were more open to internal as well as external stimuli. 
Low susceptibility appeared to be related to a constricted, rigid, con­
ventional, and logical approach to life and consequently less intro- 
psychic openness.
The Dream Questionnaire
In general, the questionnaire dream reports did not yield data 
significant on any of content variables measured. It seemed apparent 
that the dream questionnaire was too limited in its sample of dream 
material. This result somewhat dampens expectations in terms of using 
such dream report questionnaires clinically or for further research.
One reason for the lack of differences may be in the limited amount of 
dream content reported on such questionnaires. There was just not 
enough dream content in the questionnaires to get stable measures on 
any of the content variables. Also, it could be that the .S's recall 
of the dream report was incomplete or distorted because of lack of time 
or dream reports were elaborated and censored if they were not recorded 
immediately upon awakening.
However, looking at what £>s said about their dream experience 
is interesting. j3s perceived their dream experience in accordance with 
what might be expected based on the level of hypnotic susceptibility. 
The more susceptible a j>, the more he will report that he recalls dream 
content and will tell his dreams to others. These tendencies seem to
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be congruent with the idea of intrapsychic openness and less repressive 
characteristics.
Methodological Considerations
In general it appeared that the dream sample collected in the 
present study yielded percentages and ratios which were lower than the 
college student norms report by Hall and Van de Castle (1966). This 
difference may be due to the fact that in establishing their norms Hall 
and Van de Castle (1966) did not use dreams of less than fifty words in 
length. Thus, it is difficult in light of the partially supported 
regressive hypothesis to establish any anchor points with regard to 
norms. That is, it cannot be determined for sure if it is the low 
susceptibility _Ss which are deviant from the Hall and Van de Castle 
(1966) norms in the low direction or if the high susceptibility Ss 
tend to deviate in the high direction from the norms.
Eliminating dreams of less than fifty words was not feasible in 
the present study as the length of the average dream report for the 
whole sample was fifty-six words, and in some cases a j3s whole dream 
series would have been eliminated. Methodologically, it might have 
been better to try to collect more dreams from j3s and use longer dream 
report criteria than utilized in the present study besides the already 
mentioned possibility of setting limits to dream length. There was a 
great deal of variability in different content categories that might 
have been stabilized with a larger dream sample per £1. Also in 
establishing the level of hypnotic susceptibility it appeared advisable 
to test Ss at least twice on the same scale, or on two very similar
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susceptibility scales. When analyzing data, it might be interesting 
to compare low susceptibility J3s with the rest of the scale combined.
It has already been established that there is a mean difference between 
Ss who volunteer for hypnosis studies and those who are recruited but 
would otherwise not volunteer in that non-volunteers are less suscep­
tible (Shor, Orne, and O'Connel, 1962).
Other methodological changes suggested would be in the collec­
tion of dream reports. Along with the dream report, it might be help­
ful to collect questionnaire data about each dream as Hall (1966) did. 
This could allow for analyzing of other dream content characteristics 
such as S's own rating of how pleasant the dream was.
One major methodological consideration for further research 
with the hypnotic induction of dreams is that there seemed to be dream 
content patterns highly associated with level of hypnotic suscepti­
bility. The usual practice of using only "good" hypnotic _Ss may bias 
the dream sample. There should be some control of or accounting made 
of the level of susceptibility of the Sis used in research on hypnoti­
cally induced dreams so that any predisposing dream patterns may be 
evaluated.
Summary of Major Conclusions
Based on the hypotheses of similarity of the dynamic nature of 
both hypnotic susceptibility and dreaming, specific relationships were 
postulated to exist between level of hypnotic susceptibility and 
nocturnal dream content. Significant differences were found on scales
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measuring dramatic quality, pleasantness, character density, ego dis­
turbance, superego, orality, and anality. The tendency was for more 
susceptible S>s to have dreams with greater intensity, vividness, and 
more dynamic features scored as ego disturbance, oral and anal fixa­
tions. One explanation is that hypnosis and dreams seem to be related 
in terms of their regressive nature. However, there are equally 
tenable alternative hypotheses to the effect that dream length is a con­
founding variable in all of the significant hypotheses and that there 
is enough overlap in the content variables to inflate any differences 
to a significant level. All of which certainly casts doubt on the 
regressive hypothesis. However, even if it is all due to dream length, 
experimenters studying hypnotically induced dreams may be finding more 
of certain kinds of dream characteristics simply because they use 
highly susceptible j3s.
In comparing personality test data with hypnotic susceptibility, 
there were findings suggesting that low susceptibility J5s were more 
defensive and rational while high susceptibility j5s were more open 
intrapsychically and able to give up control of some of their actions. 
These tendencies appeared to be manifested in their dreams as well as 
measured by the dream content scales.
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APPENDIX A
D R E A M  R E S E A R C H  P R O J E C T  
You are being asked to participate in a scientific investiga­
tion of dreams. This is an important project, and we ask your serious 
and thoughtful cooperation. It will be greatly appreciated.
Most of the enclosed items can be answered with a check mark; 
however, in a few instances you will be asked to write a dream. Report 
the dream as fully as you can recall it; but as much as a sentence will 
be useful. Please try to report a different dream on each occasion.
Name   Age   Sex__________
Marital Status _____________________________ Year in College_______________
Major or anticipated field of interest ___________________________________
1. Check the sentence among the following that best describes how 
often you ordinarily remember the contents of dreams.
1.   I don't recall ever having had a dream.
2. _____  I have remembered dreams only a very few times in my
life.
3. _____  I have remembered quite a few or several dreams in
my life.
4. _____  I remember dreams once in a while, but no more often
than once or twice a month.
5. _____  I remember a dream about once a week.
6. _____  I remember dreams several times a week, but not every
night.
7.   I remember a dream almost every night; I seldom miss
a night.
8. I dream every night without fail.
9.   I remember dreams not only every night, but usually
several dreams each night.
Check the sentence among the following that best describes how 
often you have the feeling that you have dreamed without being 
able to recall what the dream was about.
1.   I don't recall ever having felt that I had dreamed.
2. _____  I have felt that I have had a dream only a very few
times in my life.
3. _____  Once in a while I feel that I have had a dream, but
no more often than once or twice a month.
4. _____  About once a week I awaken with the feeling that I
have been dreaming.
5. _____  Several times a week, but not every night, I awaken
with the feeling that I have been dreaming.
6. _____  Almost every morning I feel that I have been dreaming.
7. _____  Not only do I feel that I have had a dream, but
usually several dreams each night.
Check the phrase among the following that seems best to describe 
the length of your dreams:
1. _____  They seem to last but a few seconds; just a flash or
an image or an impression.
2. _____  Some seem quite short--perhaps a few seconds; others
seem somewhat longer.
3.  Many of them seem to last for a few minutes.
4. _____  Many seem very long; definitely longer than a few
minutes.
5. _____  Many of them seem to last ten or fifteen minutes.
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6.  Many of them seem to last from half an hour to an
hour.
7. _____  I frequently feel my dreams have gone on continuously
all night long.
4. Do you ever have dreams in color; and, if so, how often have these 
occurred?
1. _____  All my dreams seem to be in shades of black and white.
2. _____  I have had a few dreams in color.
3. _____  Occasionally I dream in color.
4. _____  I dream in color about as often as I dream in black
and white.
5. _____  I dream more often in color than in black and white.
6. _____  Nearly all of my dreams are in color.
7. _____  All of my dreams are in color; I never dream in black
and white.
5. As to the general content of your dreams, is it most frequently:
1.   Most of my dreams are plausible and realistic.
2. _____  Some of my dreams are about things that would not
likely occur in waking life.
3. _____  Many of my dreams are improbable or unusual, but
logically or physically possible.
4. _____  Some of my dreams are logically or physically
impossible.
5. _____ Most of my dreams are logically and physically possible.
6. Do you ever tell your dreams to someone else?
1. _____  No
2. _____  Rarely
3. _____  Occasionally
4. _____  Frequently
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7. Check which of the following dreams you have had by indicating 
whether they were pleasant, unpleasant, or both:
Pleasant Unpleasant
About r o b b e r s .......................... .......... ...........
Climbing a staircase.............................. ...........
Driving or riding in a car............. .......... ...........
Taking an examination .................. ......... ...........
Shooting a gun.......................... .......... ...........
Riding a horse.......................... ..........  ...........
Swimming................................. .......... ...........
Flying in an airplane, or such like . . _________ ___________
Flying or floating in s p a c e ........... ..........  ...........
F a l l i n g ................................. .......... ...........
Fire..................................... .......... ...........
D e a t h ................................... .......... ...........
Nakedness............................... .......... ...........
About food............................... ..........  ...........
Going on a journey...................... .......... ...........
About religion or G o d ............................  ...........
K i s s i n g ................................. .......... ...........
Other sex dreams........................ .......... ...........






About a boss or someone in authority . . _________ ___________
About getting a reward of g i f t ................... ...........
About being attacked, punished, or hurt.  ________  ___________
About attacking or hurting someone . . . _________ ___________
Having a good time with o t h e r s ...................  ...........
About something very funny or
humorous............................... ..........  ...........
Being all alone..........................
About your teacher ......................
About animals.............................
Being frustrated in trying to do
something...............................
Trying to move but being unable to . . .
About certain events that later
actually happened......................
8. Have you ever had what seems like the same dream on more than one 
occasion?
Yes No
9. Is this dream mostly pleasant or unpleasant?
Pleasant
Unpleasant
10. Describe such a recurring dream:
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11. As a child which type of dream did you have most often?
Pleasant _____________  Unpleasant______________
12. Describe one of the earliest dreams you can recall having had:
13. Check the type of dream that you have most often; 
Pleasant ___________ Neutral ___________  Unpleasant___
14. Describe a pleasant dream you can recall having had:
15. Describe an unpleasant dream you can recall having had:
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APPENDIX B 
Daily Dream Record of (Name) 
Date
(1) I remember having a dream, yes _______, no
(2) Record any dream content below (and on reverse side, if needed).
(3) Mention any unusual experiences during sleep or during the 
previous day(s) that you feel relate to your dream.
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APPENDIX C























1. Head only, 2. Head, torso, and arms, 
3. No legs or arms, 4. No feet or hands, 
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